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THE LAY PRESS AND MEDICAL RESEARCH.
" Audi alteram partem.
To the Editors of THE LANCET. 
SIRS,&mdash;Is it not time that some sort of protest should be 
raised against the continuance on the part of our daily
newspapers, metropolitan and provincial, of the publication 
of strictly medical details ? No one doubts that the news-
paper press is a great and, on the whole, a beneficent insti- ]
tution, possessed of wide-reaching influence ; its capacity 
"for good is unlimited, and, for a like reason, it may occa-
sionally produce quite the opposite result. Its liberty, of 
which we in this country are naturally proud, may through 1
"journalistic enterprise,’’ as it ii euphemistically termed, 1
sometimes degenerate into licence. The unbiased observer 
must have noted during the past few weeks evidences 1
of such retrogression in respect to the discovery of Pro- i
fessor Koch. It was largely the publicity given to 
his investigations through the lay press that compelled
Professor Koch "against his usual custom" to prenia-
turely lay his results before the world, and this seems
to be the chief ground for his withholding the nature
of the "remedy." Then the world was treated to the (
textual reproduction in the columns of daily papers (again
through the mutual operation of journalistic enterprise)
of a technical medical brochure. Next, these same
columns were flooded with accounts of the early stages
of clinical records of cagea treated by the method.
Leading articles were penned ad libitum, and doctors were
invited to give their "views" on the all-absorbing topic.
The "interviewer" was set to work, and there seemed
to be no limit to the extent to which certain members
of our profession had their names, nolentes volentes, exposed
to an unmerited publicity. Day after day the gaping
multitude were informed how " Dr. This " or " Dr. That "
having received a sample of the precious fluid had pro-
ceeded to inject it in the presence of a circle of admiring
and envious confr&eacute;res. The ceremonial, which might have
been the performance of a sacred rite rather than the adminis-
tration in minimal doses of hypodermic injections of a
"secret remedy," was graced by the presence of "our
correspondent," and chronicled with as much detail as a
fashionable wedding or a public funeral. Newspaper
editors are credited with great experience in human
nature, and I take it that they know the public taste
’better than any mere outsider; but, nevertheless, one
gravely doubts whether the perusal of these medical details
at the breakfast table is calculated to sharpen appetite,
or improve digestion of more material sustenance. There
is another side to the picture which more nearly affects
ourselves. How the cynic must scoff at the whole-
sale advertisements so freely given to members of a
profession who mostly regard, or affect to regard, "adver-
tising in the lay press" with holy horror, and who have
over and over again passed self-denying ordinances on this
very matter ! Can it really be that all these protests were
but " pious opinions," and that the desire for notoriety has
hitherto been only repressed, to spring into full luxuriance
,t the first opportunity?
I am, Sirs, yours faithfully, .
Dec. 17th, 1890. F.R.C.P.
ON IMMUNITY FROM INFECTIOUS DISEASE.
To the Editors of THE LANCET. 
SIRS,&mdash;The following abstract from an article on a
proposed new method of treatment of infections diseases,
written by me some years ago, but never published, may
’be of some interest at the present moment, in view of the
experiments of Drs. Behring and Kitasato on diphtheria and
tetanus, the results of which are briefly summarised in a
recent telegram from Berlin. I may say that my views
(embodied in the abstract below) were known to a few of
my friends. As far as I am aware, the line of treatment
therein suggested has not as yet been attempted :-
"The remarkable fact that one attack of many of the
infectious diseases confers immunity from a second attack
has led to many explanations, of which two only have
been considered worthy of any consideration. The one ex-
plains the immunity to be due to the vital resistance of the ,
tissues-i.e , the tissues having been once subjected to a
contest, and having come off victorious, somehow or other
offer a strong resistance to all attempts of the germs of the
same disease to get a foothold again. The other explana-
tion is that, the disease itself, or its germs, having used up
its own particular pabulum, a second attack is impossible,
there being no food left for the nourishment of its germs.
A third explanation may be suggested, and that is the
germs themselves leave behind some material which acts as
a poison to succeeding germs of the same disease. The
obvious objection to these two latter views is that we
assume the tissues to remain strictly stationary-i.e., to
have no power to regenerate the pabulum used up, or to
expel the product or products left by the germs of a previous
attack; this much, however, may be said in favour of the
third explanation-viz , that the product or products being
beneficial to the organism haveeitber been retained according
to the Darwinian principle of natural selection, or that,
failing such retention, the tissues have acquired the power
to reproduce that particular beneficial product.l For the .
proof of the theory that the resisting or protective qualities
reside mainly in the blood, and that the white blood-cor.
puscles probably act the part of germ destroyers2 of infec-
tious diseases&mdash;e. g., typhus, scarlet fever, &c., and that
they (the corpuscles) are able to transmit their protective
properties to their descendants during at least the lifetime
: of the individual,-it will be necessary to resort to ex-
periment : viz., transfusion of blood from a protected
person-e. g., one who has had, say, scarlet fever already,
and has quite recovered from it -- into one who
is not so protected (e.g., one who has just caught scarlet
fever). One transfusion may not be sufficient; many such
may have to be resorted to perhaps in the first twenty-four
hours, and possibly from several such ’ protected’ indi-
viduals, before any decided change in the temperature &c. is
; produced. It might be even beneficial to remove some of
the patient’s vitiated blood before transfusing the healthy-
: and, if I may use the term&mdash;’ protected’ blood; for it
’ follows as a natural inference, if the blood be the part
. mainly affected, that by removing so much of the patient’s
; blood we remove so much of his disease, and by transfusion
: not only make up for the mere loss of blood, but also at
. the same time cause to enter into his svstem the elements
L or substances which can successfully do battle with the
r specific germs of his disease." ’
L I am, Sirs, yours faithfully, 
-..
GEO. CARRINGTON PURVIS, M.D., B.Sc. Edin.
East Preston-street, Edinburgh, Dec. 8th, 1890.
PROFESSOR KOCH’S REMEDY FOR TUBER-
CULOSIS.
To the Editors of THE LANCET.
SIRS,-Is it not time that someone should have the
courage to speak out what is in the minds of many medical
men in this country in reference to Dr. Koch’s so-called
discovery, that up to the present it is a pure experiment?
Dr. Koch himself only claims its power of curing phthisis
in the early stages. Phthisis in the very early stages is
already curable. Journalists have written up Dr. Koch’s
remedy as though it were an established fact. Now, I ask
whether medical men have a right to inject this unknown
fluid into the bodies of patients without putting before
them in clear language the fact that it is a " leap in the
dark"? If a medical man in this country were to give out
that he had a remedy for a disease and would not disclose
the nature of it, nor give a case of cure, we should rightly
regard his motives as other than scientific. This is a most
1 This, the third explanation, clearly shows that Klebs’ theory was
unknown to me at the time. I looked upon it as an idea of my own,
and so felt diffident in giving it a prominent place. In the light of our
present knowledge of disease-producing germs and their products,
Klebs’ theory probably holds the foremost place.
2 As in the frog, in which animal the white corpuscles have been
observed to seize and disintegrate the deadly-but to them harmless-
bacilli of anthrax.
